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Bef ore FAGG BOWAN, and HANSEN, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Jo Ann Sanders appeals fromthe order of the District Court?
granting defendants judgnent as a nmatter of law at the close of
Sanders's case in chief, in this 42 U S.C. 8 1983 action arising
out of Sanders's arrest for trespassing and her subsequent
detention. Sanders clainmed false arrest and fal se inprisonnment;
assault and battery, malicious prosecution, and defamation; a
violation of her due process rights; a violation of her "5th"
Amendnent right to be free fromcruel and unusual punishnment; and
intentional infliction of enotional distress. She naned as
defendants arresting police officer Jack Van Horn, five nenbers of
t he Board of Police Conm ssioners (Board), and nedi cal officer John
Mal ena. > We affirm

Fol |l owi ng presentation of Sanders's case in chief to a jury,
the District Court granted defendants' notions for judgnent as a
matter of law. As to Van Horn and the Board, the District Court
concluded the follow ng. Sanders's arrest, initiated by a
conplaint of a security guard, was based on probable cause and
Sanders had failed to present any legally sufficient evidence for

'The Honorabl e Dean Wi pple, United States District Judge for
the Western District of Mssouri.

The District Court granted summary judgnent in favor of two
security guards and their enployer, and dismssed on inmunity
grounds the M ssouri Departnent of Social Services (DSS) and a DSS
enpl oyee. Sanders does not chal |l enge those orders.
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subnmission to the jury on the issues of false arrest and false
i mprisonnment. Sanders's only evidence of assault and battery was
that Van Horn pushed Sanders into his patrol car and she tw sted
and slid across the back seat; Sanders admitted Van Horn did not
beat her, and she presented no evidence of any resulting injury.
Sanders did not prove nalicious prosecution because Van Horn had
probabl e cause to arrest Sanders, and Sanders did not prove Van
Horn defaned her. 1In addition, no legally sufficient evidentiary
basis was established for a reasonable jury to find that Sanders
was deprived of her |iberty or property by Van Horn, and Sanders
did not establish the Board had a customor policy that caused the
al | eged deprivation of her constitutional rights. Finally, Sanders
di d not establish that she suffered any cruel or unusual puni shnment
at the hands of these defendants, and she presented no evidence
t hat defendants' conduct was extrene or outrageous to support a
claimfor intentional infliction of enotional distress.

As for clainms against nedical officer John Ml ena, the
District Court concluded the evidence was legally insufficient for
a reasonable jury to find Malena violated Sanders's Eighth
Amendnent rights. The evidence showed that every tine Mlena
encountered Sanders, he sought appropriate medical treatnment for
her . Moreover, there was no evidence Ml ena declared Sanders
i nsane or that he had the authority to declare Sanders insane or
commt her to the Western M ssouri Mental Health facility.

This court reviews de novo a district court's decision to
grant judgnent as a matter of law, Medtronic, Inc. v. ConvaCare,
Inc., 17 F.3d 252, 255 (8th Gir. 1994), and affirnms if, view ng the
evidence in the |ight nost favorabl e to t he nonnmovant and af f ordi ng

t he nonnmovant all reasonable inferences therefrom the evidence
presented was insufficient to support a jury verdict in the
nonnovant's favor. Abbott v. Gty of Crocker, 30 F.3d 994, 997 (8th
Cr. 1994). Upon our careful review of the record, including the
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trial transcript, we conclude the judgnment as a matter of |aw was
properly granted.

As for the District Court's exclusion of evidence and certain
wi tnesses, we find no abuse of discretion by the District Court.
ODell v. Hercules Inc., 904 F.2d 1194, 1200-03 (8th Cr. 1990)
(standard of review).

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnment of the District Court.
A true copy.
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